arXiv: 1507.04902vl [math.CO] 17 Jul 2015 


Strong Equality of Roman and Weak Roman Domination in Trees 

Jose D. Alvarado^, Simone Dantas^, Dieter Rautenbach^ 


^ Institute de Matematica e Estatistica, Universidade Federal Fluminense, Niteroi, Brazil, 
josealvarado.matl7@gmail.com, sdantas@im.uff.br 

^ Institute of Optimization and Operations Research, Ulm University, Ulm, Germany, 

dieter.rautenbach@uni-ulm.de 

Abstract 

We provide a constructive characterization of the trees for which the Roman domination number 
strongly equals the weak Roman domination number, that is, for which every weak Roman dominating 
function of minimum weight is a Roman dominating function. Our characterization is based on five 
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1 Introduction 


We consider finite, simple, and undirected graphs, and use standard terminology and notation. 

Let G be a graph, and let A be a subset of the vertex set V(G) of G. For a function / : V(G) —)■ M, 
let f(X) = /('*^)> weight of / be f(y{G)). Furthermore, if u and v are distinct vertices 

of G, then let 


fv^u ■ V (G) —>■ M : X < 


f(u) + 1 

/E) -1 
fix) 


,x = u, 

,x = v, and 
,x £V{G)\ {u,v}. 


A set D of vertices of G is X-dominating if every vertex in X \ D has a neighbor in D. For a positive 
integer k, let [A:] = {i € N : i < k}. 

Roman domination and weak Roman domination were introduced in m and [9], respectively. For our 
current purposes, we introduce slightly more general notions. A Roman dominating function for {G,X), 
a {G,X)-RDF for short, is a function / : V{G) —> {0,1,2} such that every vertex u in X with f{u) = 0 
has a neighbor v with f{v) = 2. The Roman domination number 7 /j(G, A) of (G, A) is the minimum 
weight of a (G, A)-RDF, and a (G, A)-RDF of weight 7 ij(G, A) is minimum. The Roman domination 
number 7 _r(G) of G is 7 i?(G, V (G)). A weak Roman dominating function for (G, A), a (G, X)-WRDF for 
short, is a function g : V{G) —>■ {0,1,2} such that every vertex n in A with g{u) = 0 has a neighbor v 
with g{v) > 1 such that the set {x € V{G) : g^j^uix) > 1} is A-dominating. The weak Roman domination 
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number ^r{G,X) of {G,X) is the minimum weight of a (G, X)-WRDF, and a (G,X)-WRDF of weight 
7 r(G,X) is minimum. The weak Roman domination number jriG) of G is 7 r(G, R(G)). 

Since every (G,X)-RDF is also a (G, X)-WRDF, we have 7 r(G, X) < 7 h(G, X), and, in particular, 

7r-(G) < 7i?(G). (1) 

The motivation for the current work was a problem posed by Chellali et al. [ 2 ] who asked for a character¬ 
ization of the trees that satisfy ([T]) with equality (cf. Problem 15 in [2]). In view of the following result, 
the extremal graphs for m do most likely not have a good characterization in general, which justifies the 
restriction to trees. 

Theorem 1 For a given graph G, it is NP-hard to decide whether 'jriG) = 'yji{G). 

Proof: We describe a polynomial reduction from 3Sat. Therefore, let T be a 3Sat instance with clauses 
Gi,..., Gm over the boolean variables xi,..., Xn- We construct a graph G whose order is polynomially 
bounded in terms of n and m such that F is satisfiable if and only if 'jriG) = 7 r(G). Therefore, for every 
boolean variable Xj, create a copy G(xi) of — e and denote the two vertices of degree 3 in G{xi) by Xj 
and Xj. For every clause Gj, create a vertex Cj. For every literal x G {xj,Xj} and every clause Gj such 
that X appears in Cj, connect the vertex denoted x in G(xi) with Cj by an edge. See Figure [T] for an 
example of the construction. 



Figure 1: The graph G for the two clauses Gi = xi V X 2 V X 3 and G 2 = xi V X 2 V X 3 over the three boolean 
variables xi, X2, and X3. 


Clearly, for every (G, R(G))-WRDF g and every i £ [n], we have g{V{G{xi))) > 2, which implies 2n < 
7 r(G) < 7 ij(G). Since 


g : V (G) — 7 > {0, 1 , 2 } : x i-A 


1 , X G {xi : i G [n]} U {xj : i G [n]}, and 
0 ,x G R(G) \ ({xj : i G [n]} U {x* : z G [n]}) 


is a (G, R(G))-WRDF, we have JriG) = 2n. Furthermore, 7 _r(G) = 2n holds if and only if there is a 
(G, V (G))-RDF / such that for every z G [n], / assigns the value 2 to either xi or Xj, and to every other 
vertex, / assigns the value 0. Since such a (G, R(G))-RDF indicates a satisfying truth assignment for 
F, and, conversely, a satisfying truth assignment for F leads to such a (G, R(G))-RDF, we obtain that 
7 r(G) = '^r{G) if and only if F is satisfiable. □ 


A typical solution for the problem posed by Chellali et al. [ 2 ] would be a so-called constructive char¬ 
acterization, that is, a recursive constructive description of the set of all extremal trees for ([T|). There 
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are many examples of such characterizations in the literature [Il|4l[5l[8] . Usually, they involve some few 
small extremal trees together with a small set of simple extension operations that are applied recursively 
in order to create all larger extremal trees. Sometimes additional information, such as certain labels or 
suitable subsets, has to be maintained in order to apply the extension operations properly. The Roman 
domination number as well as the weak Roman domination number of a given tree can be calculated by 
simple linear time algorithms based on standard approaches [9]. This implies that the extremal trees for 
m can easily be recognized in linear time, and a constructive characterization of these trees would only be 
benehcial if it reveals interesting structural properties and/or is considerably simpler than the two linear 
time algorithms. We did not arrive at a completely satisfactory solution of the problem posed by Chellali 
et al. [2], because all our constructive characterizations were essentially equivalent to implicit executions 
of the two linear time algorithms. Therefore, we turn to a variation of the posed problem based on the 
concept of strong equality, which was first introduced by Haynes and Slater in [7] . 

The Roman domination number of a graph G strongly equals the weak Roman domination number of 
G if every minimum (G, U(G))-WRDF is a (G, U(G))-RDF. Since the Roman domination number of G 
equals the weak Roman domination number of G if some - and not necessarily all - minimum (G, V (G))- 
WRDF is a (G, U(G))-RDF, strong equality implies equality. Our main result presented in the next 
section is a constructive characterization, based on five simple extension operations, of the trees for which 
the Roman domination number strongly equals the weak Roman domination number. Further examples 
of characterizations of strong equalities can be found in OEIITO]. In a concluding section we discuss a 
possible constructive characterization of the extremal trees for ([T|) and its weaknesses. 

2 Constructive characterization of strong equality 

Instead of just trees our construction involves slightly more general objects, which are trees together 
with two suitable vertex subsets. Therefore, let S be the set of all triples (T,X,Y) with the following 
properties: 

• T is a tree, and X and Y are sets of vertices of T. 

• Every minimum (T, X)-WRDF is a (T, X)-RDF. 

• y is the set of all vertices u of T for which there is some minimum (T, X)-WRDF g such that 

— either g{u) > 1, 

— or g{u) = 0 and u has a neighbor v with g{v) > 1 such that the set {x G V{T) : g^^uix) > 1} 
is X-dominating. 

The definition immediately implies the following observation. 

Observation 2 The Roman domination number strongly equals the weak Roman domination number for 
some tree T if and only if S contains the triple {T,V{T),V{T)). 

The following lemma collects some properties of the elements of S. 

Lemma 3 For (T, X, Y) G S, the following statements hold. 
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(i) T and X uniquely determine Y, and X CY. 

(ii) Either |X| = 0, or |X| = |y| = \V{T)\ = 1, or |X| > 3. 

(Hi) If g is a minimum (T, X)-WRDF and g{u*) = 1 for some vertex u* ofT, then V(T) = X = {n*}. 

(iv) If either T has order 1 and X = 0, or T has order at least 2, then some vertex u of T belongs to 

Y if and only if there is some minimum {T, X)-WRDF g such that contains a vertex v with 

g{v) = 2. 

Proof: (i) This follows immediately from the definition of S. 


(ii) Let T be a tree, and let X be a set of two vertices of T, say xi and X 2 - If xi and X 2 are adjacent, then 


g-.ViT)^ {0,1,2} :x 


1 ,x = xi, and 


[0 ,xGF(r)\{xi}, 

and, if xi and X 2 are not adjacent but y is a neighbor of X 2 , then 


g :V{T)^ {0,1,2} :xe^ 


1 ,X G {xi,y}, and 

0 ,x €V{T)\{xi,y} 


is a minimum (T, X)-WRDF that is not a (T, X)-RDF. This implies that S contains no triple {T,X,Y) 
with |X| = 2. Similarly, it follows that S contains no triple {T,X,Y) with |X| = 1 where T has order at 
least 2 . 


(hi) If T has exactly one vertex, then the statement is trivial. Hence, we may assume for a contradiction, 
that T has order at least 2, y is a minimum (T,X)-WRDF, and g{u*) = 1 for some u* G V{T). Since 
every vertex u oiT with g{u) = 0 has a neighbor v with g{v) = 2 , and the function 

{ 0 ,x = u*, and 
g{x) ,xGR(T)\K} 

is not a (T, X)-WRDF, we obtain that u* G X, and that u* has no neighbor v with g{v) > 1. Now, if v* 
is any neighbor of u*, then the function 


X t-> < 


0 

1 

9{x) 


,x = u*, 

,x = V* , and 
,x €V{T)\{u*,v*} 


is a minimum (T, X)-WRDF that is not a (T, X)-RDF, which is a contradiction. 


(iv) The “if” part of the statement is trivial, and the “only if” part follows from (ii). □ 


The following two lemmas capture the reduction operations for <S. While the first lemma is the key result 
for our constructive characterization, the second lemma allows to decompose the reduction described in 
the first lemma into more elementary reductions, removing only between one and four vertices at a time. 
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Figure 2: The configuration as in Lemma 01 

Lemma 4 Let T be a tree, and let X and Y be sets of vertices of T. Let v be a vertex of T, and let 
Nt{v) = {n, wi,... ,Wk}- For i & [k], let Wi be the vertex set of the component ofT — v that contains Wi, 
and let T' be the component ofT — v that contains u (cf. FigureW^)- For some i ^ [k], let WiH X = {rcj} 
for i G [F\, and let Wj X = tj) for j € [k] \ [£]. 

(T, X,Y) € S if and only if 

(a) either 

(i) i = 2,u&X,u,v(^Y, and WiCiY = {rcj} for i € [A;]. 

(ii) (T', X', Y') eS for X' = X\{u,v,wi,..., wi) and Y' = {Y n V{T')) \ {u}. 

(b) or 

(i) i > 3, u,v ^ Y, and WiCiY = {rcj} for i ^ [k]. 

(ii) {T', X', Y') G 5 for X' = X \ {n, v,wi,..., Wi} and some Y' with 

{Y n v{T')) \ {n} c y' c y n y(r'). 

Proof: First, let i = 1. Let <7 be a minimum (T, X)-WRDF. Clearly, 1 < g{V{T) \ V{T')) < 2. If 
g{y{T) \ V{T')) = 1, then 


:y(r)^ { 0 , 1 , 2 } 


1 

0 

9{x) 


,x = v, 

,x G y(r)\(y(r')u{u}), and 
,x G y(r') 


is a minimum (T, y)-WRDF. Since g is not a (T, X)-RDF, we have {T,X,Y) ^ S in this case. If 
g{V{T) \ V{r)) = 2, then 


/ 

I 


5:y(r)^{0,l,2}:x^ 


min{2, g{u) + 1} 
0 

9{x) 


,x = v, 


,x = u, 

,xGy(r)\(y(r')u{u}), and 
,xGy(ro\{n} 
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is a minimum (T, X)-WRDF. Since g is not a (T, X)-RDF, we have {T,X,Y) ^ S also in this case. 
Therefore, £ > 2 is a necessary condition for {T,X,Y) G S. 

Let i > 2. 

Let X' = X\{u,v,wi,.. .,we}. Note that X' = X n {V{T') \ {tt}). 

Since i >2, we obtain, for every minimum (T, X)-WRDF g, that g{V{T) \ V{T')) = 2, and that the 
restriction g \v{t') of g to V{T) is a minimum (T', X')-WRDF, that is, 'yr{T,X) = jr{T',X') + 2. 

We consider two cases according to the value of £. 

Case 1 i = 2. 

First, we prove the necessity, that is, we assume that (T, X,Y) & S holds, and show that (a)(i) and (a)(ii) 
hold. If n 0 X, and g' is a minimum (T', X')-WRDF, then 


1 ,x€{v,wi}, 

g:V{T)^{0,l,2}:xe^ I 0 ,x € V{T) \ {V{T') U {v,wi}), and 

^ g'{x) ,xeV{r) 


is a minimum (T, X)-WRDF. Since g is not a (T, X)-RDF, we obtain a contradiction. Hence, u € X 
holds. Since {T,X,Y) G S, every minimum (T, X)-WRDF g satisfies 



2 ,x = v, and 
0 ,xeV{T)\{V{r)U{v}) 


which implies that (a)(i) holds. If there is no set Y' such that {T', X',Y') G S, then there is some 


minimum (r',X')-WRDF g' that is not a (T',X')-RDF, that is, there is some u' G X' with g'{u') = 0 
that has no neighbor v' in T' with g'{v') = 2. Now 


2 ,x = v, 

g :V{T) ^ {0,1,2} : xe^ I 0 , x G R(r) \ (I/(r') U {u}), and 

^ g'{x) ,xGR(T') 


is a minimum (T, X)-WRDF. Since u' ^ u, the function g is not a (T, X)-RDF, which is a contradiction. 
Hence, {T',X',Y') G S for some set Y'. If rt G Y', then, by Lemma [3^iv), there is some minimum 
(r',X')-WRDF g' such that g'{v') = 2 for some v' G Nt'[u]. Now 


I ,xe{v,wi}, 

g :V{T) ^ {0,1,2} : xe^ I 0 ,x € V{T) \ {V{T') U {v,wi}), and 

^ g'{x) ,x€V{r) 


is a minimum (T, X)-WRDF. Since g is not a (T, X)-RDF, we obtain a contradiction. Hence, u ^ Y'. If 
u' ^Y'\ {{Y n V(T')) \ {«}), then, by Lemma[3l^iv), there is some minimum (T', X')-WRDF g' such that 
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g'{v') = 2 for some v' € Nt’Iu']. Now 


2 

0 




9'{x) 


,x = v, 

,x € y(r) \ (y(r') U {r;}), and 
, X G V{T') 


is a minimum (T,X)-WRDF such that g{v') = 2 and v' € Nt[u'], which implies the contradiction u' G Y. 
Hence, Y' C [{Y D V{T')) \ {«}). If u' G ((R D V{T')) \ {u}) \ Y', then there is some minimum (T,X)- 
WRDF g such that g{v') = 2 for some v' G Nt[u']. Now g \v(t') is a minimum (r',X')-WRDF g' 
such that g'{v') = 2 and v' G which implies the contradiction u' G Y'. Altogether, we obtain 

Y' = {{Y n ViT')) \ {tt}), that is, (a)(ii) holds, which completes the proof of the necessity. 


We proceed to the proof of the sufficiency, that is, we assume that (a)(i) and (a)(ii) hold, and show that 
{T,X,Y) G S holds. By (a)(i) and (a)(ii), we have Y \ {V{T') \ {u}) = {u,v,wi,... ,Wk} and R = W U 
{u, v,wi,..., Wk}- Let ghea minimum (T, X)-WRDF. Let g' be g \v{T')- Recall that g{V{T)\V{T')) = 2, 
and that g' is a minimum (T',X')-WRDF. By (a)(ii), the function g' is a (r',X')-RDF. Furthermore, 
also by (a)(ii), we have u ^ Y', which implies that g'{u) = 0, and that u has no neighbor v' in T' with 
g'W) > 1 such that {x G V{T') : g'^i^^{x) > 1} is X'-dominating. Since every vertex u” in X' with 
g'{u'') = 0 has a neighbor v" with g'{v") = 2, this implies that g'{v') = 0 for every v' G ^^/[u]. Since 
u,wi,W 2 G X, this implies 


2 ,x = v, and 

0 ,xeV{T)\{V{r)U{v}), 


which implies that <7 is a (T, X)-RDF. Hence, {T,X,Y) for some set Y with Y \ {V{T') \ {u}) = 
{n,u, tci,...,rcfc} = R\(F {T')\{u}). It remains to show that Y = Y. If u' G R\R, then u' G R(T')\{u}, 
and, by Lemma [3l^iv) , there is a minimum (T, X)-WRDF g such that g{v') = 2 for some v' G Nt[u']. 
Now g \v{T') is a minimum (r',X')-WRDF g' such that g'{v') = 2 and G Nt'[u'], which implies the 
contradiction u' ^ Y. If u' G R \ R, then u' G V{T') \ {u}, and, by Lemma [3l^iv) , there is a minimum 
(r',X')-WRDF g' such that g{v') = 2 for some v' G Nt'[u']. Now 


5:R(r)^{0,l,2}:xe^ 


2 

0 


. 9'{x) 


,x = v, 

,xGR(T)\(R(r')U{u}), and 
, X G R(T') 


is a minimum (T,X)-WRDF g such that g{v') = 2 and v' G Nt[u'], which implies the contradiction 
u' G R. Altogether, we obtain Y = Y, which completes the proof in this case. 


Case 2 £ > 3. 


Since the proof in this case is similar to - and simpler than - the proof in Case 1, we leave some details 
to the reader. 
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First, we prove the necessity, and assume that (T, X,Y) G S holds. Since £> 3, we obtain for every 
minimum (T, X)-WRDF g, that 


9{x) 


2 ,x = v, and 

0 ,xeF(r)\(F(r')uW), 


which implies (b)(i). Exactly as in the proof for Case 1, we obtain that {T', X',Y') G S for some set Y'. If 
u' G Y', then similar arguments as in Case 1 imply u' gY f] V{T'), which implies E' C y D V{T'). If u' G 
(yny(r'))\{u}, then similar arguments as in Case 1 imply u' G Y', which implies {Y ny(r'))\{n} C Y'. 
Altogether, we obtain that (b)(ii) holds, which completes the proof of the necessity. 


Next, we prove the sufficiency, and assume that (b)(i) and (b)(ii) hold. If <7 is a minimum (T, A)-WRDF, 
and g' is g \v{t')^ then 


2 ,x = v, and 

0 ,xGV{T)\{V{r)U{v}), 


and g' is a minimum (T',X')-WRDF. By (b)(ii), the function g' is a (T',X')-RDF, and hence, 5 is a 
(r, A)-RDF. This implies that {T,X,Y) for some set Y with E \ (y(r') \ {u}) = {u,v,wi,... ,Wk} = 
y \ (y(r') \ {u}). Note that, by (b)(ii), we have Efl (E(T') \ {n}) = E' \ {u}. Therefore, in order to show 
E = E, it remains to show that E n (E {T') \ {u}) =Y'\ {n}, which can be done using similar arguments 
as in Case 1. This completes the proof. □ 



Figure 3: The configuration as in Lemma [5^2), indicating the two possible types of neighbors of the new 
endvertex v*. 


Lemma 5 Let T he a tree, and let X and Y be sets of vertices of T. Let u* be a vertex of T, and let 
T* arise from T by adding a new vertex v*, and a new edge u*v*, that is, v* is an endvertex of T*, and 
T = T* - V*. 

If one of the following two conditions (1) and (2) is satisfied, then 


{T*,X*,Y*)gS if and only if (T, A, E) € 5. 


(1) u* ^ Y, X* = X, and E* = E. 

(2) T, u, V, wi, ..., Wk, Wi, ..., Wk, and i are as in the statement of Lemma\^ 












either (a)(i) or (b)(i) is satisfied, and 

(2.1) either u* = v, X C X* C X U and Y* = Y VJ {i’*}. 

(2.2) or u* € {wi ,..., Wk}, X* = X, and Y* = Y. 

(See Figure\^for an illustration.) 

Proof: First, we assume that (1) holds, that is, u* 0 Y, X* = X, and Y* = Y. In this case, for every 
minimum (T*, X*)-WRDF g*, we have g*{v*) = 0, and the restriction g* \v(t) of 9* to V (T) is a minimum 
(T, X)-WRDF. Conversely, for every minimum (T, X)-WRDF g, the function 

f 0 ,x = V* , and 
,x^V{T) 

is a minimum (T*, X*)-WRDF. Therefore, if {T,X,Y) € S, and g* is some minimum (T*, X*)-WRDF, 
then g* \v(t) is a minimum (T, X)-WRDF, which is a (T, X)-RDF, and, hence, g* is a (r*,X*)-RDF, 
that is, {T*, X*,Y*) € S. Conversely, if {T*, X*,Y*) G S, and g is some minimum (T, X)-WRDF, then 
extending o' by 0 on v* yields a minimum (T*,X*)-WRDF, which is a (r*,X*)-RDF, and, hence, 5 is a 
(r,X)-RDF, that is, {T,X,Y) G 5. Altogether, {T*,X*,Y*) G 5 if and only if {T,X,Y) G 5. 

Now, let T, u, V, wi, ..., Wk, VFi, • • Wk, and I be as in the statement of LemmaSl and let either (a)(i) 
or (b)(i) be satisfied. Note that if (2.1) holds, that is, u* = v, X C X* C A U {u*}, and Y* = Y U {u*}, 
then attaching the new endvertex v* to T at u is actually equivalent to increasing k and possibly also i 
by 1, that is, v* plays the role of some additional neighbor of v next to wi,... ,Wk. In fact, if X* = X, 
then i remains unchanged, and if X* = A U {u*}, then I is increased by 1. Similarly, if (2.2) holds, that 
is, u* G {tci,... ,Wk}, X* = A, and Y* = Y, then v* is just added as one further vertex to one of the 
sets Wi. Therefore, both cases describe an extension of the structure of T — V{T') specified in Lemma 
0] by exactly one vertex. See Figure [3] for an illustration. Now, the proof can be completed by some 
applications of Lemma 01 If (T, A, T) G S, then, by the forward implication of Lemma 01 there is some 
{T',X',Y') G S satisfying Lemma 0Ka) or Lemma 0Kb), and, by the backward implication of Lemma 01 
(T*, A*,y*) G S. Conversely, if {T*, X*,Y*) G S, then, by the forward implication of Lemma 01 there 
is some {T\X',Y') G S satisfying Lemma 0K a) or Lemma 0Kb) where {T*, X*,Y*) replaces (T,X,Y), 
and, by the backward implication of Lemma01 {T,X,Y) G S. Altogether, (T*, X*,Y*) G 5 if and only 
if {T,X,Y) G S, which completes the proof. □ 

We are now in a position to describe the five extension operations. Therefore, let (T,X,Y) be such that 
T is a tree, A and Y are sets of vertices of T, and ACT. 

• Operation 1 

(r+, A+,y+) arises by applying Operation 1 to (T, A, A) if 

- there is some vertex u of T with u ^Y, 

- T+ arises from T by adding one new vertex v, and one new edge uv, 

- A+ = A, and 
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- Y+ = Y. 


(Note that Operation 1 corresponds to Lemma (51(1).) 

• Operation 2 

(r+,X+,F+) arises by applying Operation 2 to {T,X,Y) if 

- there is some vertex u of T with u ^ X, 

- T+ arises from T by adding three new vertices v, wi, and W 2 , and three new edges uv, vwi, 
and VW 2 , 

— X^ is either X U {u, wi,W 2 } or X U {u, v, wi,W 2 }, and 
— Y'^ = y U {u, V, Wl,W 2 }- 

(Note that Operation 2 corresponds to the special case of LemmaHKa) where k = £ = 2, Wi = {rci}, 
and W 2 = {'fi’ 2 }-) 

• Operation 3 

(r+, F+) arises by applying Operation 3 to {T,X,Y) if 

- there is some vertex u of T with u ^ X, 

- T+ arises from T by adding four new vertices v, wi, W 2 , and w^, and four new edges uv, vwi, 
VW 2 , and urcs, 

— X+ is one of the four sets X U {wi,W 2 ,W 3 }, X U {u, wi,W 2 ,W 3 }, X U {v, wi,W 2 ,W 3 }, or X U 
{u,v,wi,W 2 ,W 3 }, and 

- y+ = y u {u,v,wi,W2,W3}. 

(Note that Operation 3 corresponds to the special case of Lemma H^b) where k = £ = 3, Wi = {tci}, 
W 2 = {W 2 }, and W 3 = {rcs}.) 

The conditions that need to be satisfied in order to apply one of the last two extension operations are 
notationally more complicated. For the description of these last two operations, we assume that T, u, 
V, wi, .. Wk, Wi, .. Wk, and £ are as in the statement of Lemma [Hand that either (a)(i) or (b)(i) is 
satisfied. For an illustration see Figure [3l Note that in the subforest r[y] of T induced by Y, the vertices 
wi,... ,Wk are end vertices, that is, the vertex v has at most one neighbor that is not an end vertex. 

• Operation 4 

(r+, X+, y+) arises by applying Operation 4 to {T,X,Y) if 

- r+ arises from T by adding one new vertex v*, and one new edge vv*, 

- X+ is either X or X U {u*}, and 

- y+ = y u K}. 

(Note that Operation 4 corresponds to Lemma[5K2.1).) 
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• Operation 5 

(T+, F+) arises by applying Operation 5 to {T,X,Y) if 

— T~^ arises from T by adding one new vertex v*, and one new edge WiV* for some i € [k\, 

- X+ =X, and 
-Y+ = Y. 

(Note that Operation 5 corresponds to Lemma[5K2.2).) 

Let T be the set of triples ^ X^,Y^) such that 

• either (r+, , Y ^) € {(iLi,0,0),(iLi,iL(iLi),F {Ki ))}, where Ki is the tree of order 1, 

• or there is some triple (T,X,Y) in T and some i G [5] such that (T~^, X~^,Y~^) arises by applying 
Operation i to {T,X,Y). 

The following is our main results, and yields a constructive characterization of S. 

Theorem 6 S = T. 

Proof: Let {T^, X~^,Y~^) G T. By induction on the order of T~^, we prove , X^ ,Y~^) G S. If 
(r+,X+,y+) G {(iLi,0,0),(iLi,y(iLi),y(iLi))}, then (r+,X+,y+) G <S follows easily from the defi¬ 
nition of <S. Now, let T"*" have order at least 2. By the definition of T, there is some (T,X,Y) G T 
and some i G [5] such that (r+,X+,y+) arises by applying Operation i to {T,X,Y). By induction, 
{T,X,Y) G <S. If i = 1, then Lemma[5Kl) implies (T"'', X"*", y"'') G 5. If i G {2,3}, then Lemma 0] implies 
(r+, X+, y+) G S. Finally, if i G {4,5}, then Lemma [5}2) implies (r+,X+,y+) G S. Altogether, we 
obtain TPS. 

Now, let {T,X,Y) G S. By induction on the order of X, we prove {T,X,Y) G T. If X = 0, then, 
by the definition of <S, we obtain that Y = and {T,X,Y) arises from (Xi,0,0) by some applications 
of Operation 1, which implies {T,X,Y) G T. If |X| = 1, then Lemma [3](ii) implies that {T,X,Y) = 
(Xi, y(Xi), y(Xi)), which implies {T,X,Y) G T. Now let |X| > 2. By Lemma [3}ii), |X| > 3. Let 
P : zq ... Zq he a longest path in T such that zq, Zq G X. Since |X| > 3 and T is a tree, we have q > 2. 
Let u = Z 2 , V = zi, wi = Zq, and Nt{v) = {u, wi, ..., Wk}. Note that, by the choice of P, the vertices u, 
V, and wi,... ,Wk are as required in the statement of LemmaHl that is, wi belongs to X, and, if IF} is the 
vertex set of the component of T — u that contains Wi, then IL} n X C {tcj}. By Lemma 01 there is some 
(T', X',Y') G <S such that either (a)(i) and (a)(ii), or (b)(i) and (b)(ii) are satisfied. Since |X'| < |X|, we 
obtain, by induction, that {T',X',Y') G T. If (a)(i) and (a)(ii) are satisfied, then {T,X,Y) arises from 

(r',x',y')by 

• one application of Operation 2, 

• followed by some applications of Operation 4, 

• followed by some applications of Operation 5, 

• followed by some applications of Operation 1. 
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If (b)(i) and (b)(ii) are satisfied, then {T,X,Y) arises from {T',X',Y') by 


• one application of Operation 3, 

• followed by some applications of Operation 4, 

• followed by some applications of Operation 5, 

• followed by some applications of Operation 1. 

By the definition of T, this implies {T,X,Y) G T. Altogether, we obtain S C Y, which completes the 
proof. □ 

3 Conclusion 

The approach from Section [2] can be adapted to obtain some constructive characterization of the extremal 
trees for ©• This naturally leads to a further refinement of the notion of a weak Roman dominating 
function. 

Let G be a graph, and let Xq and Xi be two disjoint subsets of the vertex set of G. A weak Roman 
dominating function for {G, Xq, Xi), a {G,Xq,Xi)-WRDF for short, is a function g : V{G) {0,1,2} 
such that every vertex u in Xq \J Xi with g{u) = 0 has a neighbor v with g{v) > 1 such that {x € V{G) : 
Qv^uix) > 1} is Xo-dominating. The weak Roman domination number jr^G, Xq , Xi) of {G, Xq, Xi) is the 
minimum weight of a {G, Xq, Xi)-WRDF, and a {G, Xq, Xi)-WRDF of weight 7 r (G, Xq, Xi) is minimum. 
Note that / is a (G,X)-WRDF for some set X of vertices of G if and only if / is a (G, X, 0)-WRDF. 

Let TZ be the set of all 3-tuples ((T^, X^^o, X^p), (Tr, X^), with the following properties. 

• Tr is a tree, and X^^q and X^p are disjoint sets of vertices of T^. 

• Tr is a tree, and Xr is a set of vertices of Tr. 

• bn-r = ^R{TR,Xji) — 'yr{Tr,Xr^Q,Xr,l). 

A tree T satisfies 7r(T) = 1 r{T) if and only if ((T, V(T), 0), (T, V(T)),0) G 7Z. 

There is a variant of Lemma 0] showing that ((T^, X^^o, X^p), (Tr, Xr), (Ir-^) G X if and only if 
((t;,x;o,x;j,(t;,,x}j),5}j_,) g 7Z, where T' is a proper subtree of Y and is a proper subtree of 
Tr. Extracting the reductions encoded in this lemma similarly as in Section [2l yields a constructive 
characterization of 7Z. The drawback of this approach is that even if Y equals Tr, the tree may be 

different from that is, in order to decide whether 7 r(T) = ^r{T) for some given tree T, one has to 

generate/maintain two sequences of distinct subtrees 

T = tP D tJ^) D tJ2) ... and T = T^°^ D T^^^ D T^^^ ... 

until a decision of possible, because there is not necessarily always one reduction that works simulta¬ 
neously for Roman domination as well as for weak Roman domination. Therefore, such a constructive 
characterization essentially results in executing two separate reduction-based algorithms that determine 
7 r(T) and 7 r(T), and the decision amounts to a comparison of their results. Not seeing much benefit 
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in such an approach, we did not elaborate its details, and leave it as an open problem to find a better 
constructive characterization of the extremal trees for ([1]). Another interesting open problem is the com¬ 
plexity of deciding strong equality of the Roman domination number and the weak Roman domination 
number for general graphs. 
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